
=DOCUMENT RESUME
0

p 231 166 .EC 152 .521

'AUTHOR Metcalf, Faith; Feldman, David
TITLE The Effects of Cooperative Change Planning in a

0 Reward and Response Cost Token ,System on the
i Disruptive Behavior of an Elementary EMH Class. -

PUB DATE : Apr 82
. )MOTE 18p.; Paper presented at the International Convention

of the Council .for Exceptional Children.(60th,
Houston, TX, April 11-16,-1982). .

Aeports - Descriptive (161) -- Speeches/Conference
,Papers (150)

PUB TYPE

EDRS PRIC
DESCRIPT9

4F01/PC01 Plus Postage.1
*Behavior Problems; *Classroom Techniques;.
*Contingency Management; Elementary Education;
Intervention; *Mild Mental etardation; Program
Development; Student,. ehavior; Student Participation;
Time on Task; *Token Economy

BSTRACT
Joint teacher and student development of a

contingency-management,plan 'to help control disruptive behavior was
explored with a class of 13 mildly mentallpretarded elementary
school children after several less extensive teacher directed
contingencies were unsuccessful. All students in the self contained
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,were dispensed and response c4-sts were collected from the individual
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assistance of the teacher. Baseline observation began 6 days before
the intervention vai started and a return to baseline was made after
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ABSTRACT

This research study examined the effects of an elementary self-
contained educable mentally handicapped (EMH) classroom's group
discussions'in whigh the stpdents defined target behaviors, wrote
class rules, and planned a,reward and response cost token system
undertaken with the assistanCe of the classroom teacher. The
results clearly demonstrated a significant deceleraltion of
certain disruptive target behaviors thrdugh cooperative teacher-
pupil behavior 3ange planning, implementation, monitoring, and
administratiot.
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In recent yrs, there has been a significant trena toward the use of token

'Aeconomies as a viable behavior modification technique. The introduction of a

token reinfrcement program achieved significant improvements in social target

behaviors in an elementary school setting (Ringer, 1973). In a study conducted

by Drabmana, Spitalniko and Siiitalnik (1974), the possible differenIal effects

of various types o token economies on)Y.eavior chanse targets were investigated.

Childien in a first grade classroom were divided into four.groups and four types

of token economies were simultaneously used to control disruptive behaVior.

All four types of token economy *stems-proved successful. Token economies

have been used as an incentiVe tO strengthen academic performance ( .g., Allyon

& Roberts,:j974; Brett & Feldman, 1982); to reinforce atlending behavior (e.g.,

Blalker & Feldma.n,-1982; Buckholdt,'Handelin, and Smith, 1972), and to eliminaie

disruptive'behavior (e.g., Barrish,'Saunders, & Wold, 1969; Dutz Sa'Reps; 1974,;

Thomas, Buher, & Armstrong, 1968).
ta.

The majority of these token economy studies emphasized a re ard token re-
.

inforCement procedure in which the subjects were awarded tokens when they met

some previously established criteria relative to the performarice of the specified,

-
"ar behavior. While some researchers have reported the successful use of responde

cost (i.e., take away reward). systems in reducing4disruptive or 9nes1rable b

havior (e.g., Broden, Hall, Dunlap & Clark, 1970), Azrin, TAz, and Trumbull

(1966) focused on the plausible consequences this -punishment contingency
A

technique might have on the subiect such as'the possible.negative stae effeet

of increased aggression. Iwata and Baily (194) found that both reward and

response cost token systems could be highlyseffective procedures in maintaining

acceptable'levels of social and acalemik classroom behavior. In contrast to

the side effects concernspressed by Azrin and his associates (1966), Iwata
4

and BairiT noted there were no differental effects in termi of student behavior
a0

resulting from either contingency. °.
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Although Iyata and Baily (1974) offered students the choice of reward

and/or response oost and found no clear.preferenoe, research studies involving

the utilization of token economies have generally followed a predetermined,

teacher-directed set of target behaviors accompanied by preplanned"token reward

levels and administration procedures. However, a token intervention management

program could be planned and accomplkshed through stqdent-teacher cooperation.

Under these conditions, initial and continuing responsibility for behavior

-
change is shared,by both parties beyond mere contractual agreements (e.g.,

Home, 1970).

Therefore, the major purpose of this study Nes to use combined teacher-

student involvement to develdp a contingency management plan which would sid

in contralling disruptive behavior and in increasing task attending behavior.

This plan was attempted with a class of 13 mildly mentally retarded elementary

4

school children after several less extensive teacher-directed contin

had been found unsuccessful in modifeng the target behaviors.

MOOD

Subjects and Setting

cies

Thirteen educably mentally-handicapped children, with a chronological

age range of 7-12 years, participated in fhis experiment. The subjects were
\

in a self-contained elementary school classroom located n a large urban area

in the.southwest, All-subjects had extensive school histories of various typgs

of disruptive behavior ranging from loud 12 ying to theft and frequent fights.

The subjects had previously been re eiving reinforcers for acceptale
.

behavior in the form of verbal praise, c4tificates, a "student of the week"

award, photograPhs, stars, stickers, happy ces, and social visits to the

6
counselor's office. 'When these reinforcers were observed to be impotent in

modifying either*task attending behavior or disruptive behavior, punitive
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action as well as response cost measures were, enacted. Time-out, ignoring,

visits to the principal, Push-ups and loss of privileges, were employed.

Subsequent conferences with the principal, the classrpom teacher, counselor,
4

and psychologist yielded significant historical data; disruptive behavior and

62'

the lack of task attending\behavior had Veen class problems the previous year.

Permissive acceptance (i.e., Unsystematic tolerance) or corporal punishment-
/.'

P r-.

were equally ineffecliye. Bqth parents and professional personnel wanted a.
,

(

a 4

sucgessful behavioral change program and gave.their full permission and cqopera7

tion for this project.

Behavioral Measures

Five behaviors were identified as disruptive. The first, out of seat

behavior, was defined as anyjrregular sitting position such as sitting on

the desk top or back, sitting on the knees as well as standing or walking in
tI

"the room without the teacher's permission. The second, off academic task

behavior, was,defined as disturbing another person such as poking with a

pencil, putting feet on clothes, shooting a rubber band pullingor marking

another's paper, sticking out one's tongue,,daking faces, or making obscene

gestures. The third, thrdking behavior, was defined as throwing paper airplanes,

cray40, spit balls, oi other objects at anyone or anything in the room. The

fourth, name calling behavior, was.defined as calling someone by any label'ex-

i

cept his/her'own name. It also included profanity, references to ancestry

including remarks about one's mother, and insulting Statements such as, "You've

got bee bee'.s in your hair." The fiqh, fighting behavior, was defined as trip-
.

ping, Ilitting, wrestling or otherwise touching another person and causing pain.

Attending behaviors, which were rewarded, were also defined. The first

attending behavior, on task behavior, was defined as setting or standing in the
4
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aSsigned place and working,quietly. The second, finishing assignment, was

difined a completing a teacher-assigned academic task. The third, correcting

assignment, referred to either correcting mistakes or handing, in an,assignment

that was already correct. The fourth,fon time behavior, was defined as being

in class in a seated -position or in line, whichever was appropriate, within a

set.time. The fifth, helping.behavior, wasdefined as cleaning the room, doing

an errand, helping as a Student tutor, eec. The sixth, Listening 'behavior,

was defined as being physically.oriented to the speaker, answering coriectly
.

when called upon, and directing questions to the speaker.

The presence of each of the five disruptive behaviors was recorded on the

)f)daily observation log by 4 mark. Thus, the mecording system simply showed

whether or not a behavior occurred- 'The_teacher served as the principal
.

.

\
, 4.

.

' observer in the classroom. An independent observer wgs used to provide

inrerrater reliability.

Procedure

\

Baseline observation began six days before the intervention waS.si'arted.

The third day before intervention, a classroom discussion was held. The teacher

lead the discussion and asked the Class_for Suggestions to help them control

their behavior.., When the class had no kiggestions other than corporal punish-,

ment, the token economy wasysuggested by the teacher. The children discuss'eda

different types of behaviorand suggested specific target behaviors along with

their definitions. The class Ated to 'receive rewards (i.e., tokens) for attend-

ing beha'viors and to receive fines for disruptivb behaviors. The class decided

that tokens would be given for the attending behaviors. -A reinforcement suriiey
4

wab taken of the students' preferences. The students voted on the amount of

fines for each disruptive behavior. Two divisions of disrupt0e behavior were

made: harmful and not harmful. The students decided that harmful behavior

42
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(i.e., behavinr which could hurt someone or someone -s-properti) shoUld esult.

in being relliolied-ftOm t1e olass,-a writing 'assignment and/or descripti4e teacher
A /......

,notes to'patents. Other typea d1atii0t44,behavior were to..be- d fdr in

the,form of a-fine establlshed at the
;

e of one tOlten for one ntiaet". The

, --
remaining two days befoteantetvention, the n class.rules wereteviewed and

,

discussed on" a daily basis.
0 / 7

On.the first day of the token systeml the student wet% shown the tokens

(i.e., play dollars) and subsequent rewards as well as the notice forms (i.e.,

tickets) used for disruptive,behavior. The rules were reviewed and the

reinforcement.menu was placed in the room fot visual inspection. :The schedules

forexchanging tokens and aying fines were explained. 'Students were given 20

N
minutes at the en1jof each day in which to buy preferred activities and to pay

any uncollected fines. 'They also had an opportunity to purchase a 15 minute

morning break.'ii't well as a 15 minute afternoon break plus additional opportunities

to make drinking fountain purchases durirl the day. It took three dollars to buy

a break while it took.one dollar to purchase a drink of water at the fountain.

Response coat tickets would need to cleared befote each break or could he
6

worked Off by completing.a teacher-selected writingiaSignment: The students

further suggested that if a studentrcould not pay the fines or received five
A

tickets in a single day, a written notice to that effect would be taken home

for the parents to sign.

Initially, token payments weie made at least evdry ten minutes to encourage

students to demonstrate appropriate behavior. Later, tokens were dispensed at

the conclusion of every 15 minute segment.

Afer three days of the first intervention'phase, the second intervention

phase commenced with a cooperative reappraisal of the recording system. While

dollam were still'acceptable'to both parties, tickets were found to be time
,o
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consuming by the teacher and 'cumbersome by the'studehts. i It was eventually

decided'that use of tickets would be discontinued and that tfie teachermould

simply make a special stamped mark indicating a fine was assessed on a large
/

b
wall chart and inform the studeAt the nature of the inappropriate behavior and

what'it would'cost., These marks could be check.O.by the students at any time.,

A different Colored pen was Used after each break.to show clearly what fines

(i.e., dollarsminus response cost) had.been paid and how many dollars had been

individually accrhed. 'The students continued to receive tokens for attending

behaviors throughout the.day.

Token exchanges were held, on the average, twice a day., Times "A,; and "i"

".7

were during the afternoon recess period. During time "A", students could buy a 151

0
minute break. During time "B", sthdents'could buy a break and/or special in-- ,

side activities such as "hockey", "records", or "tape time". Students could
4

accumulate tokens from day to day and on Friday, time

held. DU'ring this'time, students could purchase candy

activities.\ Water purchases were allowed, at any time

"C", "Candy Shop", was

and balloons along with

except during a class

group activity. Before purchases were made, fines for disruptive behavior had

to be paid.

During both intervention phases, token distributions, were paired with

yerbal praise. The previous awards and certificates were also continued,

along with stars and stickers; for completed and corrected work.

On day 24, throwing behavior, upon teacher request was mutually redetined

to include possession of a paper airplane or paper-ball.

A return to bAeltne waS made after a total intervention condition of 21

days: The procedures during this time were the same as the first baseline

phase. Verbal' praise, awards and certificates, stickers and stars continued

to be given. Students whose behavior became too disruptive were given timeJ-out

6
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or'kept inZuring recess or,lunch.

A 7

a

Th

The data for disruptive classroom behavior are graphically presented in
a

RESULTS

a frequency distribution ehart in Figure 1. The number of times disruptive

behavior occurred during the day was totaled for all the children and displayed

as a group figure.

Place yigure 1 about here

Figure 1 reveals that a sudden drop in the uumber

took place on day seven with the beginning of the.

an increase was seen in out of seat behavior, off

of times a behavibr occurred

intervention% On day nine,

academic task behavior, throw-

o-

ing kilavior and name calling behavior. Thit rise coindided with Wie elimination

of tickets b ng handed out to the class and peaked on day ten,for out of seat

'behaVior and throwing behavior. Hotlever, none of the tehaviors rOse, to the

previous high behavior levels noted during the first baseline period. Because

of the periodic.erratic daily behaviors recorded during both) baseline and dnter-

vention dOnditions, the mean was computed for eaCh behavior during those condi-

tions. The results are shown in Table 1.

Place Table 1 about here

As noted in Table 1, out of seat behavior decreased 77% from an average baseline

rate of 57 to 13 during intervention, and continued to decline to 10 upon rAurn

'to baseline conditions. Off academic task behavior decreased 17% from aria-average

baseline rate of 35 to 29 during int/ention, and rose to 42 in the second

baseline period. Throwing was reduced 74% from the average baseline rate of

19 to 5 during intervention, and declined to 'two upon return to baseline. Name
n.)

7
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,

calling decelerated 732 from an average rate of 15 during b to fnur

during intervention and down to two during the soecend baoeline. Fighting declined

752 from a baoeltne averago of four to 1000 than one during intervention while

returning to one during the (moon( aoeline.

DISCUSSION
0

The major purp000 of 1011.6 ntudy wan to develop a contingency management

program, through the combined efartoof teacher and otudento, whiCh wenld anCiott-

ta managing,the dioruptive behavior and in increasing the attending behavior of

a clam) of 13 mentally retarded elementary ochool children, The management

program plan conointed of group behavioral otandardo being applied to individual

otudento with token() being dispenned and reoponne.conto being collected from

tho individual otudento.

An anticipated, the prodent reoulto provide coma evidence that a.token re-

ward-coot reoponoe contingency plan can be utilised with mildly mentally rota

elementary low21 otudento. However, the drop tn dtoturitive behavior ohown in

out of peat, throwing and,name calling (Wring the return to baneltne point to

ponoible confounds to the validity of intervontiop offectiveneon during thio

enporiment, However,Antervention woo lengthened to 21 ochool days tO gain

oufficient data otability prior to a return to baoeline conditiono. It ohould

also be noted that the ohort length of return to baceline made that data Dome-

what abbreviated, A longer return might have produced decidedly.diffoodnt trendo,

Thin hypotheoio can be comet/hat oupportod by the olf academic tankn and throw-
.

ing behavior data On day 30, Dapeline 2, noted in Figure 1.

',=''Stnce the overall mean number of dioruptive incidento fell 60% from the

firat baneline through intervention then roots 14% upon return to baneltne, thin
4
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finding appearn to land nupport to provioua otudien of reward-reoponte coot

oon&dien (e.g., Broden; et al., 1970;. Iwata & Baily, 1974). Another plauoible

alternative enplanation for thecontinued deceleration of certain dinrupti4e

incidento during tilo return to banoline wan auggented by McLaughline and Malaby
\

(1972). In their ntudy, on reducing and moanuring inappropriate verbalioationn

in a token nyntem clatioroom, they nugganted Chat if adult attention functionn

an a reinforcing agent for come children, then tho removal of pointo (or in

the cane of the pronont ntudy, the paying of Linen) may illave nerved an a partial

reinforcer. An nuth, it might have beeh a nignificcint factor in maintaining

tho occurrence of certain inappropriate behavior (e.g., throwing, out of neat-,

otc.) in the clann with nomo children.

While not opecifically contr011ed 'for an an indepeneint variable, it ohould

be noted that tho ntudent invelvement in planning and implementing the contin-

gencien mot be coneidered potentially renponnible; in part, for the drop in

disruptive behavior and the lock of clannwide negative reaction to the oome-

what otringent coot token contingency.

Although ihe reoultn of thin experiment poem to nhow a definite improvement

in the lowbring of dinruptive behavior when the firot baneline and fnterventien

data are compared, the return to baneline condition data leaven the influence

of the independent variable in an equivocal potation. It appearo likely that a

relationnhip doer) mint between iho application of tho interverAion and thq

nuboequent changon in otudent behavior; however, tho role of the intervention

muot be further clarified through additional research which ahould include,a

longer return to baneline, and poonible crone clan comparinono utilinlng a

protent-pontconZ control group denign (Campbell & Stanley, 1963).

9
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Table 1

Target Behaviors, Mean Baseline Data
and Intervention Results

'Intervention
Behaviors Baseline 1 1 and 2 Baseline 2

Out of Seat 57 13

.

10 /

35 29 42

19
,

5 2

15 4 2

'4 1 1

'130 50 57

Off'AcademiC Task.

.

Throwing

Name C'alling

Fighting

°

P


